The Japanese criminal justice system has changed radically in recent years, with a new citizen judge system being introduced in 2009. The introduction of lay participation represented a significant reform in Japanese criminal policy (Ministry of Justice, 2006) . In the new system, three professional and six citizen judges are randomly selected on a caseby-case basis from the register of voters to hear serious criminal cases (e.g., murder or arson), decide whether defendants are guilty, and subsequently determine the appropriate sentence. Between 2009 and 2014 in Japan, approximately 41,000 people served as citizen judges and participated in trials involving more than 7,200 defendants (Supreme Court, 2014) .
In 2008, the Japanese police force in five prefectures started electronically recording portions of interviews with suspects who might be tried before citizen judges (Shigematsu, 2012) , and since 2009, this practice has been extended nationwide. In June 2016, a substantial revision to the Japanese Code of Criminal Procedures was officially promulgated. It was announced that, by 2019, the electronic recording of interviews with suspects to be tried using the citizen judge system would become mandatory. Consequently, it is of utmost importance to assess public perceptions in contemporary Japan, because members of the public might be called upon to evaluate recorded interviews as citizen judges. Against this background, the goal of this study was to examine how prospective Japanese citizen judges evaluate police interviews with suspects.
Perceptions of police interviews
Western researchers have sought to determine which interviewing techniques are regarded as legally permissible and/or coercive by the general public. Chojnacki, Cicchini, and White (2008) found that fewer than half of the 502 jury-eligible US citizens surveyed were unaware that some interrogation techniques (i.e., lying to the suspect and cutting off a suspect's denials of guilt) were legally permissible. Costanzo, Shaked-Schroer, and Vinson (2010) further revealed that more than 60% of 461 jury-eligible American participants did not think it was permissible for the police to lie about evidence (e.g., eyewitness, fingerprint, or DNA) or threaten extended sentences. Henkel, Coffman, and Dailey (2008) found that more than half of their American participants believed that police officers were likely or very likely to use long interrogations, promises of leniency, minimization, and threats of harsher sentences. Furthermore, participants believed that the use of coercive interrogation techniques to elicit confessions was commonplace, even though some techniques (such as lying about physical evidence or witnesses) were morally questionable, and confessions obtained through coercive techniques were not allowed to be submitted as evidence in court. Leo and Liu (2009) and Bland on-Gitlin, Sperry, and Leo (2011) asked university students and potential jurors whether specific interviewing techniques were coercive and likely to elicit true or false confessions. Leo and Liu (2009, p. 387 ) examined six interrogation techniques and found that 'confronting the suspect with true evidence of guilt' was the only tactic with mean ratings below the mid-point on the coerciveness scale. By contrast, 'confrontation with false evidence of guilt' and 'threats and use of harm' were seen as more coercive than the other tactics and were also rated as more likely to elicit false confessions from innocent suspects. Bland on-Gitlin et al. (2011) obtained similar findings from jurors waiting to be called for service. As these studies primarily focused on coercive techniques, public opinion regarding all interrogation techniques used in practice remains unclear.
Wachi (2013) conducted a preliminary survey on 75 Japanese university students to determine which interviewing techniques they considered likely to be fair, eliciting true confessions from guilty suspects and false confessions from innocent ones. The questionnaire included items related to the five interviewing factors identified by Wachi et al. (2014) . The respondents regarded Active Listening as the fairest and least likely to elicit false confessions. Presentation of Evidence was regarded as the most likely to obtain true confessions and second most likely to obtain false confessions. Confrontation was regarded as the least fair, least likely to obtain true confessions, and the most likely to obtain false confessions. Consistent with the findings of other studies cited above, Wachi (2013) demonstrated that confrontational strategies were regarded as unfair. However, Japanese university students believed that the fairer interviewing techniques more effectively elicited true as opposed to false confessions. Contrastingly, in a Western study (Leo & Liu, 2009) , participants believed that more coercive interview techniques were more likely to elicit both true and false confessions. However, it is worth noting that Wachi (2013) examined fairness/unfairness of interviews whereas researchers such as Leo examined coerciveness. This distinction is important because unfairness and coerciveness do not mean the same thing. Specifically, coercive interviewing is illegal whereas unfair behaviour may not necessarily contravene the law.
Confessions in the courtroom
Several researchers have also explored the impact of interrogation techniques on perceptions of guilt and sentencing judgements. Kassin and Sukel (1997) asked university students acting as mock jurors to gauge the voluntariness of defendant confessions and subsequent verdicts as a function of interrogation pressure. In the high-pressure interrogation condition, the defendant reported confessing because the police officers put pressure on him by yelling and aggressively waving a gun. In the low-pressure interrogation condition, the defendant confessed immediately without any pressure being applied. The students rated confessions made in the low-pressure condition as more voluntary than those offered in the high-pressure one, although the level of interrogation pressure did not significantly affect estimates of the likelihood that guilty verdicts would be reached.
Recently, Shaked-Schroer, Costanzo, and Berger (2013) examined the influence of interrogation techniques on juror perceptions and murder trial verdicts. The highpressure interview condition involved an 11-hr interrogation and the presentation of false evidence whereas the low-pressure interview condition involved a 2-hr interrogation without the presentation of false evidence. Participants in the high-pressure condition were more confident than those in the low-pressure condition that the defendant was not guilty.
These studies clearly showed how the amount of interrogative pressure is perceived by mock jurors and influences their verdicts. However, these studies primarily compared relatively extreme conditions (e.g., waving a gun and presenting false evidence).
The present study The current study was designed to extend the findings reported by Wachi (2013) , who examined the opinions of psychology students regarding five dimensions of interviewing. In the present work, the researchers sought the opinions of jury-eligible members of the public via an online survey and examined both the perceived fairness of interview techniques and assessments of the relative likelihood that they might elicit true and false confessions.
Based on the results of previous studies, we hypothesized that: 1. Active Listening would be regarded as the fairest interviewing technique and as the technique least likely to elicit false confessions. 2. Presentation of Evidence would be perceived as an interviewing technique that elicited both true and false confessions. 3. Confrontation would be regarded as the least fair interviewing technique and as the technique most likely to elicit false confessions from innocent suspects.
Methods
Sample Adult participants (20-69 years old) were recruited in 2012 using an Internet research company. Although 832 participants were initially recruited, only 798 were jury-eligible 1 ; the remaining 34 were therefore excluded. A further 11 participants who had answered only 15.0-30.7% of the questions and 26 participants who had scored 10 or above on the Lie Scales of the Japanese Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) were excluded. Scores of 10 on the MMPI are two standard deviations (SDs) above the mean score for the Japanese standardization sample (4.66 [SD = 2.56] for males and 5.06 [SD = 2.41] for females [Tanaka, 1997] ). As a result of these exclusions, the responses of 761 participants were included in the analyses. The mean age of the participants was 41.11 (SD = 11.33) years. Their demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1 . One participant had previously served as a citizen judge.
Materials
The web-based questionnaire comprised the following four sections: (1) general interviewing techniques, (2) specific interviewing techniques for one of two fictional murder cases, (3) the MMPI Lie Scale, and (4) demographic characteristics. not load on any of these factors). This study used the wording employed in Wachi et al.'s (2016) study of prisoners, which was conducted between 2012 and 2013, because it was simpler than that used in the study of police officers 2 (Wachi et al., 2014 ; See Table 2) . A five-point Likert scale was used to rate each item (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree, and 5 = strongly disagree). For example, when participants strongly agreed that the item ('Implying that there was evidence of guilt') was fair, they would choose 'strongly agree'. When participants agreed that the same technique was likely to elicit true confessions, they would choose 'agree'. For simplicity, responses to all items were reversed so that 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. In this study, the participants were not explicitly asked to answer the questions as if they were serving as citizen judges.
Questions about interviewing techniques in general

Questions about fictional murder cases
Each participant was also presented with the details of one of two fictional murder cases and one of four interviewing styles (i.e., evidence-focused, relationship-focused, confrontational, and control). Participants then judged the interviews (e.g., their fairness and coerciveness) and the suspects' confessions (e.g., their credibility and voluntariness). The participants were also asked whether they thought the defendants would be found guilty in court if they confessed during the interview.
In this study, responses provided in this section were not analysed. As a consequence of some of the details in the murder scenarios (e.g., 'Mr. A [suspect] stabbed the old man to death', 'Mr. A then ran from the crime scene', 'Mr. A was arrested because the blood found on the knife and Mr. B's body matched Mr. A's DNA'), most participants believed that the suspect was clearly guilty, even though in previous studies (e.g., Kassin & Sukel, 1997; Shaked-Schroer et al., 2013) , the evidence was deemed circumstantial, and the suspect's guilt was not apparent to all participants. Because opinions regarding the suspect's guilt may have influenced the participants' perception of the interviews and confessions, their responses to questions about the fictional cases were not examined (the average percentage of participants who found the suspect guilty was 92.5% [range 85.0-96.8% across interview styles]).
Lie scale on the Japanese version of the MMPI Japanese versions of the MMPI Lie Scale (MMPI Shin Nihon Kenkyukai, 1993) were completed to assess the tendency of participants to respond in socially desirable ways. Examples of items on the Lie Scale (15 items) include 'I do not always tell the truth', 'I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day', and 'At times I feel like swearing'. Procedure All participants were registered with an Internet research company. Potential participants were recruited by the company and those interested in the study were directed to the first electronic page of our survey, where the purpose and contents of this study were explained. Only participants who gave informed consent were permitted to complete the In the response scale, 1
= neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree, SD = standard deviation. a n = 751.
questionnaire. As a reward, the participants received 90 points that could be exchanged for gift vouchers and goods worth approximately 90 JPY. To minimize order effects, half of the participants answered the general questions before those about the specific murder case and the other half answered the questions in the reverse order. A few participants did not respond to certain questions; hence, the number of valid responses to each question varied. This study was approved by the Internal Ethical Review Committee of the National Research Institute of Police Science, Japan, and was conducted in June 2012.
Results
Fairness of general interviewing techniques
With regard to fairness, over 70% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the following four interviewing techniques: 'Respecting a suspect as a human being' (87.1% of 761 participants), 'Listening closely to a suspect's words' (83.6% of 761), 'Confronting a suspect with actual evidence' (76.4% of 760), and 'Taking a firm stance towards a suspect (e.g., saying wrong actions are wrong)' (70.4% of 761). Meanwhile, fewer than 10% agreed or strongly agreed that the following three interviewing techniques were fair: 'Interrupting a suspect's denials and objections' (4.1% of 760), 'Raising his or her voice during the interrogation' (7.0% of 760), and 'Using praise or flattery' (8.3% of 759). Table 2 presents the items associated with each of the five interview technique factors. The following were the alpha coefficients for each factor: 0.61 for Presentation of Evidence, 0.78 for Confrontation, 0.84 for Active Listening, 0.64 for Rapport Building, and 0.73 for Discussion of the Crime. Only the mean score for Confrontation fell below the mid-point (3) of the scale, indicating its perceived unfairness.
To determine which factor was regarded as the fairest, a one-way repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the mean factor scores. According to the result of Mauchly's test, the assumption of sphericity had been violated; thus, the degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity. The effect was strong and significant, F(3.33, 2,494.38) = 736.07, p < .001, g 2 p = .50. Table 2 ).
Opinions about interviewing techniques likely to elicit true and false confessions
When asked about techniques likely to elicit true confessions from guilty suspects, the participants' mean score for Confrontation (M = 2.57) fell below the mid-point (3) of the scale, suggesting that confrontation was deemed unlikely to yield true confessions. When asked about techniques likely to elicit false confessions from innocent suspects, the participants' scores for Active Listening (M = 2.78) and Rapport Building (M = 2.85) were below 3, suggesting that these strategies were deemed unlikely to elicit false confessions.
Differences between the participants' perceptions of guilty and innocent suspects were examined using a 2 (Suspect Type [guilt, innocent] Table 2 ).
The perceived fairness of the five factors and estimates of the likelihood that they would elicit true and false confessions were also examined (see Table 3 ). All associations between ratings of perceived fairness and the likelihood that interviewers adopting that style would elicit true confessions were high, with correlation coefficients ranging from .630 to .798. By contrast, all correlations between perceived fairness and the estimated likelihood that false confessions would be elicited were very low. The coefficient was above 0.20 only in the case of Confrontation; participants who believed that this interview style was not fair were more likely to believe that it might elicit false confessions.
Discussion
Jury-eligible Japanese participants were surveyed regarding their perceptions of interviewing techniques. Of the five interviewing techniques, Active Listening was considered the fairest, the most and least likely to elicit true and false confessions, respectively, which supports Hypothesis 1. Presentation of Evidence was regarded as the most likely to obtain true confessions and the second most likely to obtain false confessions, which supports Hypothesis 2; that is, this technique is believed to obtain both true and false confessions. By contrast, Confrontation was considered the least fair, the least likely to elicit true confessions, and the most likely to elicit false confessions, which supports Hypothesis 3. Active Listening was therefore deemed the most appropriate technique, with Confrontation the least desirable, as predicted.
The results of the present study replicated those of Wachi's (2013) study of Japanese university students. In both studies, the participants deemed Confrontation to be less fair, less likely to elicit true confessions, and more likely to elicit false confessions than the other techniques. Confrontation was also believed to elicit more false than true confessions. In studies of American participants by Leo and Liu (2009) and Bland on-Gitlin et al. (2011), confrontation with false evidence and actual or threats of violence were seen as more coercive than other tactics, whereas the presentation of true evidence was considered non-coercive. We did not study a number of the techniques examined by the American researchers because many of these techniques (such as presenting false evidence and threatening violence) are prohibited by Japanese law, so the comparison between previous findings and those reported here remains incomplete. However, as in the present study, American respondents considered accusatorial styles of interrogation to be more coercive than other techniques.
In the present study, as in Wachi's (2013) study, interviewing techniques regarded as fair were considered more likely to elicit true confessions. However, no significant associations were found between the interviewing techniques regarded as less fair and their perceived tendency to elicit false confessions, except that Confrontation had low associations (r = À.22) in the present study as in Wachi's (2013) study (r = À.28). This result suggested that the participants believed that fair interrogation was an important factor for obtaining true confessions. However, they tended not to believe that the unfair techniques might elicit false confessions, perhaps believing that false confessions might be attributable to other factors, such as mental illness (e.g., Henkel et al., 2008) .
By contrast, Leo and Liu (2009) reported a moderate correlation (r < .37) between the perceived coerciveness of interrogation tactics and the rated likelihood that they would elicit true confessions. They also reported a moderate correlation between coerciveness and the rate of false confessions (r < .36), suggesting that there may be differences between American and Japanese attitudes towards investigative interviewing. However, this possibility should be considered with caution because the perceptions examined in the Japanese and American studies were different (i.e., unfairness vs. coerciveness). Note. ***p < .001, two-tailed test.
Comparison with previous studies of interrogations Wachi et al. (2016) found that police officers were reportedly most likely to use Active Listening and that interviewing styles using this technique facilitated the elicitation of confessions from prisoners who had not decided to confess prior to the interview. The general public also believed that this technique was the fairest, as well as the most likely to elicit true confessions and the least likely to elicit false confessions. Therefore, Active Listening is desirable both because of its efficacy in obtaining confessions and its tendency to yield admissible evidence. The same is true for Discussion of the Crime. By contrast, prisoners reported that Confrontation was less commonly used and unlikely to elicit true confessions (Wachi et al., 2016) . The general public also regarded this technique as the least fair, least likely to yield true confessions, and most likely to elicit false confessions. These results suggest that this technique should not be used.
Interesting results were found for Rapport Building. According to a survey of prisoners (Wachi et al., 2016) , Rapport Building was relatively frequently used by police officers and was related to true confessions. By contrast, the present study found that the general public viewed Rapport Building as less fair and less likely to elicit true confessions than Active Listening, Discussion of the Crime, or Presentation of Evidence, although they did not believe that Rapport Building would lead to false confessions. A recent meta-analytic review (Meissner et al., 2014) also showed that information-gathering interrogations, in which establishing rapport is an important feature, were associated with the elicitation of confessions in the real world. Additionally, Meissner et al. (2014) found that Rapport Building had more diagnostic value in a laboratory setting than accusatorial interrogation, in that it made true confessions more likely and false confessions less likely. Although some members of the general public might be unfamiliar with this interview technique and view it as ineffective for obtaining information from suspects, the diagnostic value of Rapport Building is relatively high because members of the public believe that it does not lead to false confessions and these findings are consistent with those obtained in laboratory studies (Meissner et al., 2014) .
The Presentation of Evidence was perceived as likely to elicit both true and false confessions, and the diagnostic value was low, perhaps because of the different ways participants might have imagined evidence being presented. In the informationgathering framework (Meissner, Kelly, & Woestehoff, 2015) , the interviewer listens to the suspect's account and then confronts the suspect with evidence. When participants imagine this approach, they might expect it to elicit true confessions. The laboratory studies by Hartwig and colleagues (Hartwig, Granhag, Str€ omwall, & Kronkvist, 2006; Tekin et al., 2015) found that this way of presenting evidence (called the strategic use of evidence) was effective not only for detecting deception but also for obtaining admissions from guilty suspects. By contrast, if participants envisage evidence being presented in an accusatorial manner, they may anticipate more false confessions. Actually, a field study by Kelly et al. (2015) in which American police interviews were content analysed revealed that the presentation of evidence was related to the confrontational approach. In their study, the presentation of evidence included contradictory techniques such as usage of actual evidence as well as fabricated evidence and bluffing. When the participants imagined these accusatorial way of presenting evidence, they believed that the presentation of evidence might elicit false confessions. Therefore, the way in which evidence is presented may be important when interviewing techniques are being judged.
Implications for decision-making in the courtroom
We were motivated to examine the opinions of jury-eligible Japanese participants regarding police interviews because Japan has recently introduced a citizen judge system. Because the present participants may be asked to serve as citizen judges, it was important to understand how they might evaluate the appropriateness of interviews presented as evidence.
In practice, it is of utmost importance to avoid wrongfully adjudicating innocent defendants as guilty. A recent meta-analysis (Meissner et al., 2014) demonstrated that accusatorial types of interviews increase the risk of eliciting false confessions. Therefore, this type of technique should be judged negatively by citizen judges. The current findings indicate that Japanese citizens are indeed likely to believe that confrontational interviewing techniques are not appropriate. However, the mean rating of fairness judgement for this factor was above 2, indicating that not all the participants considered it inappropriate. Arguably, some people believe that confrontation can elicit true confessions and thus may mistakenly evaluate confessions by innocent suspects. Contrastingly, those holding negative opinions of confrontation are more likely to believe that confrontation increases the risk that false confessions will be elicited. In practice, therefore, citizen judges should be advised or educated (possibly by expert testimony) regarding the risk of eliciting false confessions when employing this interview technique.
Previous research on public decision-making in the courtroom (Shaked-Schroer et al., 2013) has shown that participants had more confidence in their not guilty verdicts when high-pressure interrogation techniques had been used, whereas in the low-pressure condition, they tended to offer guilty verdicts. Although the present study only assessed the likelihood of true and false confessions in relation to the perceived fairness of different techniques, we expect that Japanese citizen judges will expect fair interviewing techniques to elicit voluntary, credible, and trusted confessions that are admissible at trial and lead to guilty verdicts, whereas most would not be willing to render guilty verdicts when confrontational techniques were employed because the suspects' confessions would seem involuntary and non-credible.
However, some previous studies have reported complicated associations between perceived coerciveness and decision-making. Kassin and Sukel (1997) found that, even though the participants in their study regarded certain interrogations as coercive, their decision-making was not influenced by perceived coerciveness. To determine whether this is also true in Japan, a future study needs to examine decision-making when citizen judges deliberate in criminal cases.
Limitations
In Japan, few studies have explored public perceptions of police interviewing techniques despite the rapidly transforming context surrounding suspect interviews. Public perceptions of different interview techniques are important because, as the present findings show, they may affect citizen judges' perceptions of confessions elicited using different interviewing techniques.
However, we must recognize several limitations. First, participants were recruited using an Internet research company. Although this means the study had a more diverse sample than previous studies, which focused exclusively on university students, our sample may still have been unrepresentative. Participants were paid to complete the survey, and although the payments were small, the participants may have been unusually motivated to contribute to scientific research. This could have exaggerated the differences perceived between the various interviewing techniques and in turn may have affected their evaluations of the resulting confessions. Second, participants may be unfamiliar with suspect interviews and trial procedures and might have had difficulty imagining interviews involving different techniques because only textual descriptions were provided. Hence, future studies should employ more sophisticated methods, for example, by showing interview videos, or virtual reality simulations. Third, the interview techniques were only described briefly. As a result, the study did not elucidate the impact of factors such as the phrasing of questions (e.g., the frequent use of leading questions). Interview scripts need to be studied more closely in the future.
Fourth, the Cronbach alphas of the Presentation of Evidence and Rapport Building factors were low. Although we employed the same factors as Wachi (2013) , Wachi et al. (2014 Wachi et al. ( , 2016 to allow the results to be compared, the factor structure may not represent public opinions adequately. Fifth, although we examined public opinions of suspect interviews, the data analysed were relatively old and more recent data should be gathered.
Conclusion
Notwithstanding these limitations, the findings reported here have important implications for Japan's criminal justice system. Previous surveys of prisoners and/or interviewers (e.g., Holmberg & Christianson, 2002; Wachi et al., 2014 Wachi et al., , 2016 revealed that accusatorial and confrontational interviewing techniques were less likely than other interviewing strategies to be associated with confessions. The present results highlight the need to avoid such interviewing styles, not only because of the adverse effects on criminal investigations (i.e., obtaining incriminating information and solving crimes), but also because they may affect judicial outcomes. Further, an examination of the differences between admissible and inadmissible interviews could help researchers develop guidelines with respect to the types of interviewing techniques that should be used by police officers.
